Contrary to the traditional account of habitual aspect in English, the only marker of habituality is will, with its past tense, would. Used to functions as a kind of anti-presentperfect tense, contrasting past states of affairs with present ones. In certain contexts, various tenses, and not merely the simple ones, may receive habitual interpretations, but these are not their meanings. Generic readings are contextual interpretations; there are no markers of generic aspect in English.
Introduction
The generally accepted account of the expression of habituality and genericity in English is this: would (as in example 1) and used to (2) are markers of past habituality, will (3) marks present or timeless habituality, and the simple present (4) and past (5) tenses may mark habituality as well. The meaning of the habitual past tense, as in (5) , is pretty much the same as that of would in (1) or used to in (2). All three express a past condition, that is, a state of affairs holding of a past interval of time but one that no longer obtains (2). Furthermore, habitual expressions may, in general, also express generic aspect, as in (6) , referring to a characteristic propensity and not to an actual series of eventualities. Examples may be ambiguous between the two, habitual and generic, readings; (7) can refer either to the habits of a particular tiger or to the traits of tigers in general.
(1) Over and over and over again, we would make these journeys, and sometimes they would last as long as three hours at a stretch. (Charles Dickens, Great Expectations, chap. 12) (2) They used to cater to the elite; they were the temples of high culture, trying to raise the level of public appreciation of the arts. But nowadays, museums are becoming more responsive: it's the public, not the institutions, that calls the shots. This standard account is almost wholly incorrect. Used to is neither a past tense nor a marker of habituality (see the section "Used to" below). The simple tenses do not have habitual meanings, though they may receive habitual interpretations in context (see "The Simple Tenses"), nor is a habitual interpretation restricted to the simple tenses (see "Habitual Aspect in English"). The only marker of habituality in English is the modal will, and would is simply its past tense (see "Will and Would").
There is a considerable difference in interpretation between expressions such as they used to go, they went, and they would go. None refers to a past state (see "Habituality as a State"). That a past condition no longer obtains is a conversational implicature and no part of the meaning of the expression itself (see "The Habitual as a Condition That No Longer Obtains"). And genericity is a contextual interpretation; there are no markers of generic aspect in English (see "Generic Aspect").
Habitual Aspect in English
It is usually assumed that such sentences as (1) through (5) express a grammatical category of habitual aspect (Comrie 1976; Freed 1979; Dahl 1985; Leech 1987; Brinton 1988) , which indicates a series of events or episodes, viewed as a whole (Lyons 1977, 716; Leech 1987, 5; Tagliamonte and Lawrence, 2000, 326) , and distributed over an explicitly or implicitly given interval of time (Dahl 1985, 97) .
Following Comrie (1985, 39) , Harrison (2002) sums up by saying that "the habitual aspect refers to a situation that is protracted over a long period of time, or a situation that occurs frequently during an extended period of time, to the point that the situation becomes the characteristic feature of the whole period," even if the situation in question does not literally hold at a particular time (Cutrer 1994, 150) .
As noted above, English has traditionally been viewed as having no single marker of habitual aspect but as having several: would, used to, and will. The simple past and present tenses may receive habitual interpretations as well, especially when combined with temporal adverbials such as usually, often, always, from time to time, and so on. Indeed, eventive (or episodic) expressions in the present tense normally have either habitual (4) or generic (6) interpretations and cannot refer to an actual eventuality ongoing at present.
(4) My dad always yells instead of talking, and he has for years. He yells at me for doing stuff . . . and not doing stuff. (6) He builds canoes and kayaks for a living.
While other tenses have not traditionally been identified with habitual aspect, habitual readings of the pluperfect (e.g., had had in (8)) are possible, and because future-marking will can receive a future-habitual interpretation (9), so can the conditional (future-in-the-past), as in (10). Hence, habituality is not limited to the simple tenses, but we will restrict ourselves to such examples here and continue to refer to the simple tenses in the discussion of the habitual interpretation of sentences lacking would and used to, since the habitual interpretations of tenses other than the past, present, and future are derivative of these (e.g., the pluperfect in example (8) is a habitual past in a past context).
(8) He was mostly out of town on his business, but from time to time, she had had the opportunity to observe him and as always admired his gentle and pleasant disposition. (http://www.austen.com/derby/radhika4.htm) (9) After you join you will occasionally receive our newsletter in your email.
( Would is formally the past tense of will, and in its future-in-the-past meaning, the so-called conditional tense is clearly just the past counterpart of the future tense. The putative habitual marker would is likewise nothing more than the past tense of the habitual will found in examples such as (11). As simply the past tense of a modal auxiliary, habitual would in a sentence such as (12) is just like a modal such as could, when that modal is used of past time, as in (13) (as opposed to nonpast uses, for example, would in example (14)). Indeed, habitual would occasionally is found in connection with another past modal in a context that suggests a parallel between the two (e.g., (15)).
(11) From time to time he will yell that he doesn't "want to be managed," but overall, I am the one who is more frustrated. It is often the case that would and the simple past can freely, and while seemingly preserving the meaning of the sentence, replace one another-compare would see and saw in examples (16) and (17), respectively-and sometimes they alternate in a series of clauses, as in (18). We shall see below that there are, however, subtle but nonetheless significant differences in meaning between the two (and between used to and would).
(16) For the next month, from time to time, she would see her father's face in different objects or pictures, and she would hear voices saying: "You'll never get away with it. Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde, chap. 1) Habituality as a State A habit has generally been taken to constitute a state (Vendler 1967, 108; Hirtle 1967, 48; Hirtle 1975, 95) or at least "a durative situation with many of the properties of a state" (Lyons 1977 , 716, in Brinton 1987 .
Moreover, as Comrie (1976) points out, used to can be used to refer directly to a state, as opposed to a series of eventualities, as in his example, here (19). Accordingly, he concludes that what is common to all habitual expressions is that "they describe a situation which is characteristic of an extended period of time, so . . . that the situation referred to is viewed not as an incidental property of the moment but, precisely, as a characteristic feature of a whole period" . This can involve either a protracted situation, as in (19), or, as in the usual habitual, a series of iterations of some type of eventuality. Thus, following Comrie, Jørgensen (1988, 348) says that "[used to] in contemporary English [expresses] repeated (or habitual) activities or continued states in the past," and many definitions of habitual aspect-for example, that of the Summer Institute of Linguistics (http://www.sil.org/linguistics/ GlossaryOfLinguisticTerms/ WhatIsHabitualAspect.htm)-characterize it as "an imperfective aspect that expresses the occurrence of an event or state as characteristic of a period of time." Sue was in Rome." But a habit cannot be true at a point in time (20a), only over an interval of time (20b). More generally, states have the "subinterval property" (Bennett and Partee 1978) . If a state holds of a certain interval of time, it holds of any subinterval of that time whatsoever. Thus, if Sue was in Rome all last year, then she must have been in Rome all last June. But if Sue frequently visited Max last year, there is no guarantee that she frequently visited him in June or even visited him then at all. Nor, if she sometimes received gifts in the mail last year, is there a guarantee that she received any gifts in June.
(20) a. *At noon, Sue {used to eat/would eat/ate} bananas for lunch.
b. {For years/in her youth}, Sue {used to eat/would eat/ate} bananas for lunch.
Stative clauses typically do not advance narrative time but do often function as background information contemporary with the foregrounded narrative line. Thus, in (21a), Sue stands up (stood up is an eventive expression) after John enters, but in (21b), her standing up (with the stative expression was standing up) occurs before he enters. If habitual sentences were stative, we would expect no narrative advance, but in fact, Sue's standing up in both (21a) and (21c) occurs after John's entrance. Of course, the when in (21c) can only mean whenever, and it is not the habit itself that follows his entrance but the single event of her standing. However, this receives no explanation if habitual sentences are stative. States are typically nonagentive, so it is generally not possible to have an imperative of a state (22), nor may the pseudo-cleft construction involve a stative predicate (23) (Dowty 1979, 55 States hold over intervals of time. Hence, they readily occur with temporal adverbials of duration (27). Used to (28) and would (29) do co-occur with such expressions. Nonetheless, it is incorrect to say that the habit characterizes the interval in the way that a state does. Although the habit itself holds over the interval, the individual eventualities instantiating the habit do not fill out the period in question, which is why the subinterval property fails. Moreover, it is possible to define a period in terms of a state (when he was wealthy in (30) To be sure, in examples of "stative" used to such as (19), the state holds of the entire interval of time in question. But Comrie (1976) is misled by such examples when he concludes that "habitual" used to likewise involves a state characteristic of the interval in question. "Stative" used to (19) is indeed stative, but not by virtue of being an expression of habituality, and we should neither be surprised that habitual would cannot be used statively (the habit in (32) consists of a series of episodes, not states as such, as indicated by the reference to "these occasions") nor attempt to find a single definition that fits both the meaning of "stative" used to and "habitual" used to (as well as habitual would). If habits are states, they are not states because they can be expressed with used to. But neither do they function like ordinary states, for they necessarily include gaps and hence fail the subinterval test. Traditionally, used to (34, 35) has been taken to imply, or even to mean, that some past condition no longer obtains; Schibsbye (1970, 88-9 ) extends this to habitual would as well, and Tagliamonte and Lawrence (2000, 324) observe that "each of these forms [used to and would, as well as the preterit] is used . . . to describe a situation that existed for a period of time but is no longer the case." This is said to be "particularly true with used to . . . as opposed to would . . ., where there is no implication of discontinuance" (Visser 1963 -1973 , 1413 , in Tagliamonte and Lawrence 2000 . That a past habit is no longer the case is not part of the meaning of the expression itself but a conversational implicature, as recognized by Comrie (1976, 29) , who says, "One can reasonably say, without self-contradiction, in answer to a question whether Bill used to be a member of a subversive organization: yes, he used to be a member of a subversive organization, and he still is. . . . Thus this cannot be an implication in the strict sense, since the putative implication can be cancelled by an explicit denial of it," and by Harrison (2002) , who cites the example (36), in which the tag cancels the implicature. The other putative markers of past habituality likewise can co-occur with "and still {does/is}" (37-38).
(36) Erik used to be a member of the Volapük League, and he still is. (37) He would (and still does!) tell any one he can get to stand still long enough how GREAT this dog is! (http://www.bigdawgsboarding.com/_wsn/page3 .html) (38) My father always said it and still does, to fill in time. In the case of used to, this raises an interesting question, for used to presupposes a contrast between a past state of affairs and the present one. How used to can coexist with the implicature-canceling tag is discussed in the section "Used to."
Generic Aspect
In addition to habitual aspect, it is generally assumed that there is a generic aspect. Harrison (2002) says, "The generic aspect occurs in broad, general statements such as 'squirrels live in trees. '" Copley (2004) refers to "a reading of will with generic aspect" and Ferrari-Bridgers (2004) to "Habitual Generic Aspect morphemes." But while Dahl (1985, 99-100) and Cutrer (1994, 194 ) both refer to generic sentences, Cutrer notes that "in terms of tense, the grammar in English does not make a distinction between" generic and habitual sentences, and Dahl notes that "it seems to be rare for a language to have an overt and unequivocal TMA [tense-mood-aspect] marking of a sentence as being generic. The most frequent case is for generic sentences to be expressed with the most unmarked TMA category, as in English, where the Simple Past is used."
Generic sentences concern recurrent eventualities but differ from habitual sentences in that we can neither individuate (39, 40) nor quantify (41) the occurrences in the series of situations referred to, in the way that we can in the case of habitual sentences (42, 43), because the generic, unlike the habitual, does not concern a series of actual eventualities.
(39) !Each time, the dinosaur {hunted/would hunt} for meat. Habitual sentences are predicational; they predicate acts or states of individuals: "individual entities (or groups of entities) are assigned habitual properties" (Cutrer 1994, 146) . Van Geenhoven (2001, section 3. 2) assigns example (44) three readings: habitual, 'Mary handles the mail from Antarctica regularly/once in a while'; prescriptive, 'Mary is supposed to handle the mail from Antarctica'; and descriptive, 'if mail arrives from Antarctica, Mary will handle it.' Only on the habitual reading does the sentence ascribe to Mary actual acts of mail handling. In this regard, Brinton (1987, 206) contrasts a pair of instructive examples from Jespersen ([1932] 1961, 192) , respectively generic (45) and habitual (46). What (45) does is assign a certain property (that of drinking) to the set of properties that belong to the concept of "smoker," while (46) generalizes over the individuals who belong to that class and predicates of those acts that they are typically in the habit of performing. An expression such as smokers is ambiguous and can refer either to members of a class or set taken individually (the members of the class act or acted separately) or collectively, as a group (the members of the subject class do or did something together). Accordingly, (47), in its habitual reading, can mean either that a group consisting of several men would come, or that a single man would come, on each occasion. Example (47) also has a semelfactive reading, referring to one occasion, on which several men came as a group.
(47) Men came to the door and asked after Max.
The purported difference in meaning between habitual and generic aspect is in fact a difference in interpretation, forced by the interpretation of such sentence elements as the subject and object. Cutrer (1994, 146) comes close to this position when she writes, Habitual expressions are handled in the same way as generics. . . . In habitual spaces, particular properties are assigned to a specific entity or set of entities. In contrast to generic spaces, the habitual spaces set up for the interpretation of examples (4.4) are more specific, since they have particular entities rather than roles. Thus, we call "generic" a statement that does not predicate a property or properties of specific individuals or groups of individuals, but rather assigns a property or properties to the set of properties defining a class or set. This distinction is not unlike that between sentences predicating stage-level and individual-level properties of an individual. A stage-level property such as being tired is predicated of its subject over a certain interval of time and hence is impermanent, while an individuallevel property such as being male tends to permanence over the whole lifetime or existence of the entity in question. The reason for this is that a stage-level property is contingent, while an individual-level property is in some sense essential and forms part of the identity of the entity. To be the Eiffel Tower is to be a tower in much the way that to be a smoker is to smoke. Thus, we may speak of the "generality" or "globality" of an example such as (48), which takes as its reference time the whole of the period in which ancient Rome existed and generalizes over the whole of that period in much the way that a generic sentence generalizes over a whole Binnick / Markers of Habitual Aspect in English 347 class, as opposed to examples like those in (49), which take particular timeswhether explicitly stated, as in (49a), or implicitly given by the context, as in (49b) Preterites like was in (48) are "indefinite," and those like was in (49) are "definite." The difference is in whether the interpretation is global (over the whole of a certain period of time, such as that in which ancient Rome existed) or limited to a certain temporal perspective (such as that of 1871). In the same way, the difference between habitual and generic lies in whether the interpretation is global over an abstract class of individuals or is limited to a particular instantiation, or particular instantiations, of the class. Example (44, repeated below) is "generic" when Mary is taken globally, to refer to Mary abstractly; it is "habitual" when it refers to a series of her stages associated with a series of actual eventualities. Which is the appropriate reading depends on the context and many other pragmatic factors.
(44) Mary handles the mail from Antarctica.
Thus, there are no distinct habitual and generic meanings in English as such and hence no distinction of habitual and generic aspects in English.
Used to 4
Used to is not a past tense. Like the present perfect, it is a present tense. With its past-tense morphology and present-tense semantics, used to is rather like the preterito-present modals-might, must, and so on. Just as these modals use periphrastic constructions (e.g., might have) to express past meaning, used to has as its past-tense counterpart (at least in British usage) the pluperfect had used to (50) (Quirk et al. 1985 , in Jørgensen 1988 .
(50) His hide was less shiny than it had used to be. (George Orwell, Animal Farm, chap. 9; in Jørgensen 1988, 349) The distribution of used to, as described by Tagliamonte and Lawrence (2000) , is similar to that of the present perfect. Both are what Benveniste (1959, 70; 1966, 241 ) calls tenses of discours ("discourse"), as opposed to tenses of histoire ("story"), and what Weinrich (1973, 23) similarly calls tenses of "commentary," as opposed to those of "narrative."
5
Tenses of discours are deictic and relate the time of the eventuality to that of the speech act, so they do not require a contextually defined reference time and can readily appear in absolute position (e.g., in a title) or in the first sentence of a text or discourse (51, 52 Like the present perfect, the used to construction shows a preference for highly salient categories such as first person and animate subjects (Wallace 1982, 212-3) , particularly with nonstative predicates. For example, a Google search found approximately 43,000 Web pages for I used to eat and 405,000 for I have eaten. For you used to eat, only 4,330 pages were found, and for you have eaten, 72,000. Similarly, (s)he used to eat found 10,200 pages, and (s)he has eaten found 42,700. We may compare the 1,440,000 pages for I ate, 271,000 for you ate, and 678,000 for (s)he ate. Another search found approximately 11,500,000 Web pages for (s)he has been and almost twice as many (22,600,000) for it has been. But the 729,000 pages for it has done are less than half the 1,910,000 pages for (s)he has done. Given the various contingencies that affect what appears on Web pages, and in the absence of a statistical analysis, these numbers can only be taken as qualitatively and roughly indicative, but nonetheless they are revealing. The preponderance of the first person is not as great in the case of the preterite as in those of the tenses of discours, which are likely to occur in contexts that put a premium on deicticness and proximality and hence high salience.
Insofar as the perfect and used to both speak to the current state of affairs, it would be, and is, relatively unusual for either to be negated. A Google search found 3,300,000 Web pages with I have made or I've made but only 311,000 with either I have not made or I haven't made. Versions of I have been appeared on some 40 million pages; the negated versions appeared on less than 3 million. I have lived occurred on over a million pages but the negated versions on just over 45,000. Tagliamonte and Lawrence (2000, 338) observe that though negated used to does occur (53), in their data, it "is virtually nonexistent," which corroborates Denison's (1993, 323) observation that its negation is avoided.
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(53) That didn't use to go down really well, did it? (Tagliamonte and Lawrence 2000, 338) This avoidance has been attributed to uncertainty regarding the form of the negated verb (Denison 1993 , 323 and Jørgensen 1988 , in Tagliamonte and Lawrence 2000 . To be sure, there is considerable variation and confusion over the "proper" negation. A Web-based survey (at http://www.livejournal.com/users/pne/ 408823.html?mode=reply) evoked the forms (in descending order of occurrence) didn't use to, didn't used to, used not to, used to not, and use to not, along with others, though no examples of either usedn't to or usen't to. (The former seems to occur on the Web only in discussions of grammar and is so rare that (54a) must be a hypercorrection, especially in light of (54b)). However, negated used to is common enough: a Google search for didn't use to found 24,700 pages. Even a search for the relatively rare usen't to found 867. That the present perfect, which does not share this morphological confusion, exhibits a similar avoidance of negation suggests that the relative lack of negation with used to is not to be accounted for on morphological grounds. Nor is used to a marker of habituality, for, like the present perfect, it concerns the present state of affairs resultant from past actions and not a recurrent series of eventualities. Hence, both constructions exhibit present relevance (55) and require repeatability (56), and both disallow definite adverbials of the past (57), though they allow indefinite ones (58). The used to construction functions as a kind of present perfect, but instead of linking a past event with the present state of affairs by dint of placing it in the present era (i.e., in an "extended 'now' "), the used to construction does just the reverse, divorcing the past situation from the present era, which results precisely from an alteration of the previous state of affairs. As shown by example (36), the implicature that the situation no longer holds in the present is cancelable. That this is possible is due to the fact that while normally the present era contrasts with the immediately preceding one precisely in regard to the situation predicated by the sentence (i.e., the situation in question defines the preceding era and hence its contrast with the present), in those cases in which the implicature is cancelable, the current era is not defined in terms of the predicated situation itself but of something else. The difference between the past and present eras in (36) cannot be Erik's being or not being a member of the Volapük League. When the defining characteristic is thus not that predicated by the sentence, it may be rendered explicit, as by when at Cambridge in (59), and it is presupposed that the past era in question has ended: in (59), that the author is no longer at Cambridge. Since the point of the used to construction is not to report a habit in the past but rather to contrast the present state of affairs with those obtaining in the immediate past, the requirement for contrast always trumps the implicature that the past situation no longer obtains, which is why (60) is not as odd as (61), in which the only possible contrast involves the predication asserted in the sentence. The eras in (60) contrast not in whether the United States has occasional disputes with its allies but instead in whether George Bush père is president.
(60) When George Bush père was president, the U.S. used to have occasional disputes with its allies. (61) The U.S. used to have occasional disputes with its allies.
If used to is neither a past tense nor a marker of habituality, it is not surprising that it shows significant differences in its use and distribution from both would and the simple past tense, as well as significant similarities to the present perfect tense in both regards.
The Simple Tenses
The simple tenses are markers neither of habituality nor of genericity-these are not meanings but contextual interpretations due to elements of context or cotext.
The preterite has a nonhabitual default interpretation The simple tenses quantify cumulatively, unlike would and used to, which quantify distributively. Thus, adverbials of quantity apply to the total number of times the episode or event recurs over the total period in question, whereas with would and used to in its "habitual" use, a quantifier typically applies to each episode. Compare the sentences in (69). Similarly, quantification of the subject or the object has different effects with the three expressions. With used to or would, a plural sub-ject and/or object has only a habitual and, hence, a group reading, in which numerous episodes each involve a group of entities (70a), but the simple tenses (70b) have either a semelfactive reading (in which a group of men come to the door on one occasion) or quantify cumulatively, so that men come to the door on several occasions-either as a group or singly. Compare (71), the habitual reading of which leaves open the possibility that on any given occasion more than one, but not necessarily five, men come to the door-for example, on one occasion, two come; on another, three. Because they quantify cumulatively, the simple tenses-for example, the preterite -refer to the interval as a whole, while, quantifying distributively, used to and would refer to each member of the series. Thus, the habitual preterite can only anchor (serve as antecedent to) an expression that takes the whole of the interval as its reference time, while would and "habitual" used to can anchor an expression taking the time of one of the episodes as its reference time. In (72), he would borrow refers to each time he went fishing and so can readily take as antecedent used to, but in (73), he borrowed is odd because it seems to refer to a single act of borrowing, while the context would seem to call for multiple acts, as in (74). Similarly, the ambiguity in (74) proceeds from the fact that the when-clause could be either semelfactive (when = one time when) or habitual. But the ambiguity of (75) is also caused by the ambiguity of the second clause, though the semelfactive is the preferred reading. We have more to say about anchoring in the section "Will and Would" below. The habitual and/or generic readings of the simple tenses are interpretations in context, due to elements of context and cotext, and a number of different factors play a role in determining the reading.
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The first is Aktionsart. With an eventive predicate, as in (76), the preferred, default interpretation of the past tense and the special uses of the present cited above is a definite, semelfactive one, that is, as a single event at a specific temporal nexus. An activity or process expression acts like a stative when unbounded, so that the preferred reading of (77a) is 'she habitually traveled ' (and [77b] characterizes a series of travels); and for (78), 'she never traveled' or 'she was in the habit of not traveling;'it acts like an eventive one when bounded, and hence the preferred reading of (79) is 'on some occasion, she traveled for three days' (cf. (80)). (77) In the preterite, an unbounded process has a generic (81) or habitual (82) default reading, and some explicit indicator (as in (83)) is required for a semelfactive interpretation. A bounded process without an explicit adverbial, however, is normally interpreted as semelfactive (84), and some indicator (as in (85) With states, it matters whether the state is a "temporary," stage-level predicate, or a relatively "permanent," "essential," individual-level predicate. With a stagelevel predicate (86a), the most normal interpretation is definite; the state obtains at the reference time, as in (86b), where she was tired is true of a time on the day she was arrested. As Partee (1973, 602f.) points out, negating a definite past (as in (87)) simply indicates that the predication failed to hold at the time in question, while negation of an indefinite (88) means that the predication never held. The aspects have stage-level readings, hence definite readings (89). (86) (89) a. Susan {was(n't)/is(n't)} reading.
b. Susan {had(n't)/has(n't)} gone to the store.
With an individual-stage stative predicate, the preferred reading of the past tense (90) and of one of the special uses of the present (91) is indefinite, simply predicating a property as a global characteristic, without specifying any particular time at which it holds, other than the lifetime of a living subject or period during which an inanimate subject exists. We have been considering the use of the preterite as an absolute tense, but it also is used as a relative tense, a present-in-the-past, and when so used, the default reading is definite, as with a stative expression such as tall (92); cf. the context in (93). An individual-stage stative predicate also has an absolute, indefinite reading, as in (94), which does not mean that the man was tall when she spoke but instead that the man who came to her door was a tall man. A stage-level predicate lacks an indefinite reading, however, and (95) cannot mean that he was globally tired in the past, only that he was tired at that time, as in (96). (92) Eventive sentences do not have relative tense uses unless there is a special adjunct that forces an indefinite, habitual interpretation. A search on the Internet for examples such as she knew that John turned blue found none in millions of Web pages. But adding often found the example (97). However, adding such an adjunct forces an indefinite reading of stage-level predicates as well, as in (98). We summarize these relationships in Table 1 . The quantification of subjects, objects, and other adjuncts plays a role also, interacting in various ways with elements of context and cotext. In the preterite, a singular subject with a singular object takes as its default reading, in the absence of an explicit or implicit adverbial indicating plural occasions, a semelfactive reading (99a), whereas a plural object (99b) or subject (usually with plural object) (99c) renders preferred a habitual reading. But even a singular subject and singular object, and even in the absence of a frequentative adverbial, can give rise to a habitual reading in an appropriate context (e.g., the last sentence in (99d)). (99) The interpretation of a simple-tensed sentence as habitual depends not only on the presence, either in the sentence or the context or both, of plural or frequentative elements but also on a number of pragmatic factors. For example, in a polygamous society, a sentence such as (100) could receive a semelfactive, group reading it is otherwise likely to lack.
(100) John {married/marries} two women named Sue.
The habitual interpretation of both simple tenses thus depends on a number of semantic and pragmatic factors and occurs only in special contexts. Similarly, the generic reading of the simple tenses is restricted and depends on a number of factors, the most important of which is the presence of a generic subject or object. A sentence with a singular, definite subject and singular definite object (101) can receive a habitual reading in the appropriate context but cannot receive a generic reading. What is required is a generic subject (102) or object (103) or some element of context or cotext (such as any) that licenses a generic reading (104). As in the case of habitual interpretations, pragmatics may enter into a generic interpretation. Generic sentences usually involve individual-level properties, which are the kind of properties that may be assigned to the set of properties characterizing the class in question (105a); they do not usually involve stage-level properties, and a sentence such as those in (105b) is at best not as natural as those in (105a). Adverbs of frequency (105c) render such examples habitual and hence natural. When a nominal expression may receive either a generic or group reading, the interpretation depends on the nature of the property. A stage-level predicate forces a nongeneric reading (106a), while an individual-level predicate forces a generic Binnick / Markers of Habitual Aspect in English 357 reading (the second cats in 106b). The second cats in (106a) could be replaced by the cat (106c), but that in (106a) cannot (106d). It is only the cotext that reveals which reading is intended.
(106) a. That year was really bad for rats and cats were everywhere with such an abundant food supply. (http://www.doc.govt.nz/Conservation/002Ã nimal-Pests/001~Control-Methods/1080-in-Action/017~Stewart-Island-Sentinel.asp) b. Cats were popular because the ancient Egyptians believed that cats had protective qualities. (http://www.google.ca/search?q=%22Cats+were+ popular%22&hl=en&lr=&ie=UTF-8&start=10&sa=N) c. Cats were popular because the ancient Egyptians believed that the cat had protective qualities. d. *That year was really bad for rats and the cat was everywhere with such an abundant food supply.
Genericity, like habituality, is not a meaning of the simple tenses; it is an interpretation dependent on a number of semantic and pragmatic factors.
Will and Would
In contrast to the simple tenses, will and its past tense form, would, are markers of habituality, though not of genericity. Habituality is, however, only one of a number of uses of this modal verb. That these uses are so disparate and allow for ambiguity even in narrowly restricted contexts suggests that the modal is polysemous and that habituality is a different meaning from, say, futurity, as opposed to merely a contextual interpretation. How many different meanings the verb has is not within the scope of the present article to consider, but certainly it has, inter alia, the following uses: future/conditional (future-in-the-past), supposition (that will be John), Would differs from the simple past in that unlike the latter, it does not require any special adjuncts to be interpreted as habitual; it is inherently habitual, although conditional readings are naturally possible, out of context, for examples such as (109). As we have noted, the default reading, out of context, of an example like (110) is nonhabitual (i.e., semelfactive). Since individual-level predicates do not readily form series of episodes, would, unlike the simple past (111a), is not readily used with such predicates (111b) (except in the conditional, i.e., future-in-the-past, reading), but would is common with stage-level predicates such as aware (112) When the simple tenses cannot express habituality, will/would can, and when the simple tenses are ambiguous, will/would is unambiguously habitual because it lacks semelfactive readings, both with eventive predicates (contrast 115b with 115a) and stative predicates (116b versus 116a). Whereas the absolute eventive past has as its preferred interpretation reference to a single event, would renders it explicit that a series of events is in question. Thus, in examples such as (117) and (118), the use of would is clearly intended to render unambiguous that a habit is referred to, and the event in question is part of a series and not just a single event. If we were to delete would in these examples (as in 119 and 120, respectively), a semelfactive reading would be not only possible but the preferred reading. (115) Catherine looked at one another and said, "Who is to find bread for them all when we are gone?"
As we have seen, the simple past may be rendered, and indeed usually is rendered, habitual by quantifying a subject (by not all in (121a) or simple plurality in (122a)) or object (by any in (123a)) or specifying either the frequency of occurrence (from time to time in (121a), every now and then in (124a), every week and often in (125a)) or the period over which the series of repeated occurrences took place (never in (122a), as a child in (126a)).
(121) a. Not all his visits were to the sick; from time to time he made surprise visits to clandestine dances. Without such adjuncts or quantifying terms, the past is ambiguous, as in (127), which could mean either (1) that on one occasion, the narrator made a remark and that on that occasion, the person he spoke to didn't rest until he saw (on that occasion) the whole case clearly, or (2) that habitually the narrator made remarks and that on each occasion the person didn't rest until (on that particular one of the various occasions) he saw the case clearly.
(127) When I made a remark to him on Geology, he didn't rest until he saw the whole case clearly.
In those cases in which the simple past is ambiguous, would can disambiguate the past, and where the past tense lacks a habitual reading, would can supply the want. Example (128), unlike (127), is unambiguously habitual. John was tired is definite and refers to a single nexus, but John would be tired refers to a series of epi-360 JEngL 33.4 (December 2005) sodes of tiredness. Thus, sometimes we can account for the use of would as simply a device for marking a habitual interpretation when the simple past itself cannot do so or forcing such an interpretation when the past tense is ambiguous.
(128) When I made a remark to him on Geology, he wouldn't rest until he saw the whole case clearly.
We have been considering cases in which would makes up for the ambiguity of the simple past tense. But in the (a) sentences of (121) to (126), the simple past tense is explicitly rendered habitual (and neither semelfactive nor generic) by various adjuncts and quantifying expressions. Hence, the replacement of the simple past by would in the corresponding (b) sentences cannot be explained by the need to unambiguously mark habituality. How, then, do we account for the use of would in such cases of an unambiguously habitual simple past? The key to answering these questions is the concept of distributivity. Brinton (1987, 203) states that the habitual "views a situation as iterated or distributive over a period of time." She also comments, by way of explaining the incompatibility of habituality with the progressive, that "habits, although dynamic, are never continuous in the frame considered, but distributive" (207). She says no more regarding distributivity or the distributive nature of habitual aspect, but her comment correctly places distributivity at the heart of habituality. Similarly, Van Geenhoven (2001, section 5) characterizes frequency adverbs such as often as "binding subevent times by distributing them over the overall event time."
The simple tenses are not habitual. They do not represent a series of events as a habit because they quantify over events cumulatively, while habitual expressions such as the modal will/would quantify distributively: the past tense speaks of all events within the frame, while would speaks of each event. Thus, even in the habitual, as opposed to the generic, interpretation, the simple tenses characterize the pe- We may ascribe this contrast to the different functions of each time in the two structures. The subordinating conjunction serves to individuate the members of a set of events. Example (138a) refers to a series, a set, of events; (138b) to each one of them. But while the simple tenses refer to a set of events and hence can provide input into the semantic operation of individuation, will and would do not refer, as they seem to do, to sets of events but instead already refer to each one, so no further individuation is possible. On the other hand, the adverbial each time refers to one of a series of times and hence is compatible with an expression such as will, referring to one of a series of events, but not with an expression, such as a simple tense, referring to the series of events as a whole. As we would expect, while used to is quite uncommon with the adverbial each time, examples like (139) do occur. On the other hand, used to does not occur with the conjunction. The period of time designated by used to can serve as an anchor for would, as in (140). For that matter, so can that denoted by would itself (141). In fact, just about any interval of time will serve to anchor would. In (142), these intervals are rendered explicit by the phrases I have italicized here, but in (143), they are given by the context or are otherwise merely implicit. Thus, the period in question in (143a) is defined (by the preceding sentence) as "Pauline Breedlove's younger years"; in (143b), it is defined as the period in which she suffered old age and deterioration.
(140) When I used to fly with my parents, I would always tell the security guards "No guns or bullets!" (http://iusedtobelieve.com/the_law/police/) (141) When I would write to music, I would often produce a great deal. Where there is an expression in the sentence that would force a habitual reading of the past tense, the past can be substituted for would in sentences anchored on used to (144a), would (144b), or an interval otherwise designated (144c).
(144) a. When I used to fly with my parents, I always told the security guards "No guns or bullets!" b. When I would write to music, I often produced a great deal. c. As a child, Judy often crept up into the attic of the family home to play.
But if we examine sentences such as those in (144), we notice that a subtle shift in meaning has taken place from the corresponding would sentences. Example (145) connects each telling to each event of flying. The sense is that each time the narrator flew, he told the guards "No guns or bullets!" But (144a) merely says that during the period in which the narrator flew with his parents, on every occasion he spoke to the guards thus, and the connection between the events of flying and the events of saying "No guns or bullets!" is indirect, mediated by the fact that always refers not to all times within that period but only to those occasions on which the narrator flew with his parents.
(145) When I used to fly with my parents, I would always tell the security guards "No guns or bullets!"
Similarly, (146) says that it was often the case that an occasion of writing to music was an occasion of producing a great deal. But (144b) says something slightly different-namely, that occasions of producing a great deal were fairly dense among the occasions of writing to music. Of course, this implies that it was often the case that an occasion of writing to music was an occasion of producing a great deal, that is, (144b) implies what (146) says, but it is not what (144b) says. 364 JEngL 33.4 (December 2005) 
